





Based on the first edition (2016) of the Swiss Houshold Energy Demand
Survey we investigate the effect of Otte’s top‐down, lifestyle‐based
segmentation approach [1] on the mode choice for commuting and
leisure. Results of a multinomial logit show that Otte’s lifestyles have a
significant effect on the mode choice for both commuting and leisure
when controlled for income, education, age and gender. This implies
that Otte’s top‐down, lifestyle‐based segmentation approach can be
applied for identification of target groups and designing tailored
interventions to promote sustainable means of transport. While
entertainment‐oriented seem to be an appropriate target group for
campaigns to change their current mode choice, the opposite is true for
reflexives and hedonists.
Mode choice for commuting and leisure: A matter of lifestyle?
Campaigns to promote pro‐environmental behaviour
including sustainable mobility often fail to achieve thier
goal due to their «one size fits all» character, which
ignores the diversity of our society. This gave rise to
recent efforts dealing with segmentation concepts that
could be applied for identifcation of target groups and
designing tailored campaigns [2][3]. In order to address
the limitations of those mainly bottom‐up, data‐driven
approaches (low replicability and comparacility, large
amount of data being required), we explore the
potential of a top‐down, lifestyle‐based approach, as
exemplified by Otte’s lifestyle typology, for exaplaining




















  95% CI for Odds Ratio 
 b (SE) Lower Odds ratio Upper 
Intercept 0.29 (0.64)    
Income -0.05 (0.01)*** 0.93 0.95 0.98 
Education 0.04 (0.02)* 1.00 1.04 1.08 
Age -0.01 (0.00)* 0.99 0.99 1.00 
Gender -0.35 (0.07)*** 0.62 0.71 0.81 
TRAD 0.09 (0.21) 0.73 1.10 1.65 
HOME 0.03 (0.13) 0.80 1.03 1.32 
ENT 0.30 (0.17) 0.97 1.36 1.90 
CONV -0.04 (0.14) 0.73 0.96 1.27 
HED -0.21 (0.10)* 0.67 0.81 0.98 
CONS -0.16 (0.22) 0.55 0.85 1.31 
LIB -0.06 (0.10) 0.77 0.94 1.15 
REF -0.57 (0.12)*** 0.45 0.57 0.71 
Note. R2 = .394 (Cox & Snell), .416 (Nagelkerke). Model Chi2(48) = 2509.858, p < .001.
* p < .05, ** p < .01 , *** p < .001
Note. R2 = .033 (Cox & Snell), .036 (Nagelkerke). Model Chi2(36) = 166.587, p < .001.
* p < .05, ** p < .01 , *** p < .001



























Significant association between mode choice and lifestyle (Chi2(24) = 55.969, p < .001)Significant association between mode choice and lifestyle (Chi2(32) = 211.098, p < .001)
Leisure:
• Not belonging to hedonists descreases the probability of
choosing public transport instead of car for leisure by 33%.
• Not belongigng to reflexives decreases the probability of
choosingn public transport instead of car for leisure by 55%.
• Not belongigng to entertainment‐oriented group increases the
probability of choosing soft mobility instead of car for leisure by
94%.
Commuting:
• Not belonging to entertainment‐oriented group increases the
probability of choosing public transport instead of car for
commuting by 68%.
• Not belonging to reflexives decreases the probability of choosing
public transport instead of car for commuting by 35%.
• Not belonging to reflexives decreases the probability of choosing
soft mobility instead of car for commuting by 38%.



























TRAD = traditional workers, CONV = conventionalists, CONS = conservatives, HOME = 
home-centred, ADV = advance-ment-oriented, LIB = liberals, ENT = entertainment-oriented, 
HED = hedonists, REF = reflexives
  95% CI for Odds Ratio 
 b (SE) Lower Odds ratio Upper 
Intercept 0.40 (0.74)    
Income -0.04 (0.01)** 0.94 0.96 0.99 
Education 0.09 (0.02)*** 1.05 1.09 1.14 
Age -0.03 (0.00)*** 0.97 0.98 0.98 
Gender 0.03 (0.08) 0.89 1.03 1.20 
TRAD -0.13 (0.26) 0.53 0.88 1.48 
HOME 0.19 (0.14) 0.92 1.21 1.60 
ENT 0.52 (0.18)** 1.18 1.68 2.40 
CONV 0.11 (0.17) 0.80 1.12 1.57 
HED 0.06 (0.11) 0.86 1.06 1.32 
CONS -0.28 (0.28) 0.43 0.76 1.31 
LIB -0.22 (0.12) 0.64 0.81 1.02 
REF -0.43 (0.13)** 0.50 0.65 0.85 
Preliminary findings
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